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Martin Shackelford Responds to comments 
on the Zapruder Film: 

In his Idler to the editor, James Fetzer refers to my *'ofl- 
handed rejection"* of work by Noel Twyman and David Manlik. He 
knows better than that. He is well aware that I have attended 
presentations by both researchers on the very points I discussed, 
and found them unconvincing. He admits this later in his letter. I 
don’t need Mr. Fetzer to tell me what should be convincing. I have 
never doubted that Twyman and Mantik have invested considerable 
time and money into their research. It is their conclusions, not their 
efforts, that I questioned. 

As he is well aware, I have spent considerable time in e-mail 
discussions going into detail on the evidence and reasons for my 
criticisms. Because these were not contained in a letter to the editor, 
Mr. Fetzer finds it convenient to ignore them, and accuse me of 
“cheap shots’* and “shoddy research,** 

Mr. Fetzer writes that I was “allowed to participate** in the 
Zapruder sessions at Lancer. In fact, I was invited to attend them. 

Mr. Fetzer continues to speak as if accumulation is sufficient 
to prove Zapruder alteration, though the specifics accumulated are 
in themselves too weak to do so. He wants us to accept citing his 
own work, that his is the “best explanation'* of the available 
information. 

He continues to refer to “the white blob,** which was 
explained shortly after the Lancer conference, and which has been 
abandoned by most of its other proponents. He acts as though it has 
been proven, rather than simply argued, that Greer turned his head 
“unnaturally fast,** that the limousine came to a full stop, that a 
Connally action occured which isn’t in the film, and that there were 
“peculiar changes in the visual field." Mr. Fetzer believes these 
things without real proof, and he doesn’t understand why the rest of 
us don’t do the same. He has re-defined “proof* for us: isn’t that 
enough? 

He continues to cite his own statements at the seminar as 
evidence, but they are less convincing now than they were at the 
time. 

He reports the testimony of Roy Truly, describing something 
which happened before the Elm street limousine sequence begins in 
the Zapruder film, and seems to think its absence is proof of 
alteration. Three other films show that part of the event, and don’t 
show exactly what Mr. Truly reported. Perhaps Mr. Truly is being 
misinterpreted to support the alteration thesis — or does Mr. Fetzer 



argue that the Hughes, Martin and Paschall films were also altered 
to conceal something? 

Mr. Fetzer proves himself quite good at cheap shots when he 
refers to reliance on the photographic evidence as “the Warren 
Commission’s position.” In the research community, it has long 
been regarded as “the responsible position,” by many of us who 
reject the Warren Commission. Court rules don’t help much here, 
however many Mr. Fetzer cites, as the photographic evidence is 
being used to clarify situations where the eyewitnesses contradict 
each other. He poses the situation as one in which the eyewitnesses 
report one thing, and the photographic evidence shows something 
else, which I consider to be a dishonest presentation of the matter. 

In point of fact, the Warren Commission look shaky 
eyewitnesses like Howard Brennan and Helen Markham seriously, 
while ignoring most of the photographic evidence. 

Mr. Fetzer assumes that those who disagree with him are 
relying solely on a set of Zapruder frames at the National Archives, 
while in fact I and others have consulted at least three separate 
complete frame sets, only one of them being at the Archives. In this 
matter. Mr. Fetzer ha.s absolutely no idea what he is talking about. 
From my prior writing.s, it should have been apparent that I was 
consulting multiple sources, but he apparently is more interested in 
criticizing my “shoddy research” than in reading it. 

Finally, his latest “revelation” is indicative of his entire 
approach to evidence. The feature he describes in the Weisberg 




Here is a blowup from a photographic copy 
made in the 70s, It doesn *t show a ^*bullet 
hole,^' Photo prints contain various artifacts, 
Weisberg *s apparently had a black spot by 
JFK's head. This one has a black spot on his 
wrist 




If something appears in multiple-source copies, 
then it is likely a real feature, but if it only 
appears in Weisberg 's copy, or anyone's sole copy, 
it is more likely an anomaly. There are plenty of 
1 963 copies of the photo to compare them to, 
anyway. The photo above is from the AP book The 
Torch Is Passed which was published in high- 
resolution in early 1964. Note there is no artifact. 
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copies of the Allccns pholo is present in the Groden copy he 
mentions. There is no significant different between the copies of the 
photographs, except that the one in Groden 's book is larger and 
clearer, which may be what confused Mr. Fetzer, who seems to be 
arguing that Mr. Groden (one of Zapruder alteration’s sharpest 
cniics) has published Govemment-fabneated evidence. This is 
apparently an example of: if you can’t prove your case, attack your 
critic. 

I am looking forward to seeing if the evidence lacking in Mr. 
Fetzer *s article and letter will finally surface in .Assassination 
Science, or in Bloody Treason, but I am not holding my breath. 

.Martin Shackelford 
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